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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	The overall topic is important and interesting. It is, using chilli breeding by identifying hybrids with improved yield and better tolerance to chilli leaf curl virus. The results provide useful information for breeding programs. In the same time, they may support the development of more productive and resilient chilli cultivars.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The title is clear, but it can be improved by correcting the species name to Capsicum annuum L.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The abstract is rather long and data-heavy. The practical significance and the main conclusion could be stated more clearly and concisely. 
Please check and modify accordingly.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 1 (Poor)
The manuscript doesn’t appear to include a keywords section after the abstract. It should be added.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The introduction is rather descriptive. It lacks a clear research gap and recent literature. Please write a paragraph at the end, for the study objectives. 
This part is correlated with the bibliography, which is also poor.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The objective can be understood from the introduction. As I already mentioned for Introduction, a concise statement regarding the study’s objective(s) should be added.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The literature review is relatively limited. Please include more studies from well-known journals, published in 2020-2026.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Important methodological details are missing –
like ChiLCV screening, disease assessment, and experimental procedures. This information limits the reproducibility of the study. 
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: N/A (Not Applicable)
No specific ethical approval is required. The author(s) have also included a declaration regarding the use of AI-assisted writing tools.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
It seems that the Results section is overly descriptive, with extensive repetition of numerical values. That makes a bit difficult to identify the most important findings. Please make it more concise.
However, this is the best part of the paper, congrats to the author(s).
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Rating: 4 (Good)
The tables are relevant and contain the information needed to support the results.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The discussion mainly lists studies with similar results. A more critical discussion would strengthen the manuscript.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The conclusions could be more concise and focus on the main practical implications of the study.
Also, pay attention to formatting – alignment Left instead of Justify; at 1 row, instead of 1,5 as the entire manuscript.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Same comment regarding the text formatting: alignment Left instead of Justify; at 1 row, instead of 1,5 as the entire manuscript.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs improvement)
At least 5-6 additional new titles should be added. 
Unfortunately, this part is made with AI or the titles are copied from different sources, since are at least 10 different styles – please CORRECT!
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The manuscript is generally understandable, but the language requires substantial editing. There are numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, inconsistent terminology, and punctuation issues that affect readability. Careful English language revision by a fluent speaker or professional editing service is recommended before publication. 
Pay attention to References – this is the weak spot.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The scientific name should be corrected from Capsicum annum to Capsicum annuum.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The abstract should be made more concise and should emphasize the main findings and their practical significance. Avoid listing numerous individual hybrid combinations. It should end with a clear concluding statement, mentioning the overall contribution of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
Several methodological aspects require clarification, as mentioned above. The discussion should include a more critical interpretation of the results, rather than mainly comparing them with previous studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
Eliminate ”Anonymous” and replace it with real sources, that can be checked.
Although the manuscript includes relevant references, the literature is not sufficiently recent. The authors should incorporate more studies published within the last 3-5 years, particularly from high-impact journals. 
Check and correct each source! Use the same format!
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
	



Reviewer details:
Roxana Horoias, University of Agronomic Sciences and Veterinary Medicine of Bucharest, Romania



Page 4 of 4
V240326


